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Abstract 
 
The study examined concerns, attitudes, and teacher efficacy of 131 in-service, 
Kindergarten to Grade 8 teachers in three school divisions in Manitoba, Canada. 
Analyses were conducted to identify the relationships between teachers’ back-
ground variables, their attitudes and concerns about teaching in inclusive 
classrooms, and their efficacy for inclusive teaching. In addition, potential effects 
of training in special education on teachers’ concern level were examined. Partic-
ipants who had undertaken some training in special education had lower degrees 
of concerns about teaching in inclusive classrooms. We discuss the implications 
of these findings and how addressing in-service teachers’ concerns could enhance 
their attitudes about inclusive teaching and their overall teacher efficacy. 
 
 
Extensive research suggests a worldwide trend toward inclusion, a practice where all children 
regardless of ability level are included in classrooms with their age-matched peers (Forlin, 2010). 
Inclusive educational practices were endorsed almost 20 years ago by the Salamanca Statement 
and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education (UNESCO, 1994) and are now evident in 
many countries worldwide (Wu, Ashman, & Kim, 2008). Canadian schools are no exception. In 
1982, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms guaranteed each citizen the right to an edu-
cation without discrimination based on level of mental or physical ability. As provinces in 
Canada have entrenched rights to generate their own subordinate policies as they relate to educa-
tion, provinces began drafting provincial legislation to ensure the tenets of the Canadian Charter 
of Rights and Freedoms were upheld in policies specific to their provincial context. The Manito-
ba government, for example, mandated inclusion as the preferred approach and defined it as 
  
a way of thinking and acting that allows every individual to feel accepted, valued, and safe. An inclu-
sive community consciously evolves to meet the changing needs of its members. Through recognition 
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and support, an inclusive community provides meaningful involvement and equal access to the bene-
fits of citizenship. (Manitoba Education, Training, and Youth, 2001, p. 1) 
 
Whereas these policies were promising, they required the necessary infrastructure in order 
to be implemented effectively. Policy makers and practitioners are not always in agreement re-
garding inclusive education practices (Watkins & D’Alessio, 2009), and this disconnect was 
exemplified by a mismatch between policy initiatives and teacher training about inclusive educa-
tion in Manitoba classrooms. Although Manitoba schools began to integrate students with special 
learning needs into classrooms with their age-matched peers in the 1970s (Andrews & Lupart, 
2000), it was not until almost 40 years later, in 2008, that pre-service teacher education programs 
in Manitoba were required to include mandatory “Special Education” courses in their teacher ed-
ucation curricula. It can be assumed that in-service teachers who started teaching prior to 2008 
were less likely to have completed necessary training in special or inclusive education. 
In order for Canadian schools to fulfill their mandate to provide equal educational opportu-
nities for all children, we must consider the distinct and special role of classroom teachers. 
Research has shown that teachers are among the most influential factors affecting student suc-
cess (e.g., Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005), especially with diverse learners (Forlin, Cedillo, 
Romera-Contreras, Fletcher, & Hernandez, 2010; Timberley & Alton-Lee, 2008), yet the essen-
tial attributes of effective inclusive classroom teachers remain elusive.  
 
Attitudes Toward Inclusion  
 
Research has suggested that teachers’ attitudes are a significant determinant of success in 
inclusive classrooms and that teachers’ attitudes affect their behaviours, in turn influencing the 
classroom climate and students’ opportunities for success (e.g., Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; 
Cook, 2002; Jordan, Schwartz, & McGhie-Richmond, 2009; Silverman, 2007). Mittler (2003) 
showed that the negative attitudes toward inclusion held by teachers, parents, and administrators 
were the most significant barriers to successful inclusion. Forlin and Hopewell (2006), and An-
drews (2002), therefore, suggested that teacher development programs have a key role to play in 
fostering attitudes that support inclusion. 
 
Teaching Efficacy in Inclusive Settings 
 
A second factor shown to affect teacher effectiveness in inclusive classrooms is teaching 
efficacy. Gibson and Dembo (1984) proposed that teaching efficacy consists of two components: 
general teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy. General teaching efficacy refers to 
teachers’ belief that external influences can be overcome by good teaching. Personal teaching 
efficacy refers to teachers’ beliefs in their ability to bring about change in a student (Gibson & 
Dembo, 1984).  
Several authors have argued that teaching efficacy is a context-specific construct (e.g., 
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and that it varies across participants (Ross, Cousins, 
& Gadalla, 1996) and across different student groups (Raudenbuch, Rowen, & Cheong, 1992). In 
other words, a teacher who is highly efficacious in teaching mathematics may not be equally ef-
ficacious in teaching all other subjects (e.g., English). Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 
(2001), therefore, proposed that teaching efficacy should be measured in relation to specific 
teaching tasks in contextual classroom situations. Other research has supported this stance. For 
example, Smith (2000) found that even teachers who reported higher teacher efficacy for teach-
ing children with mild special learning needs reported lower teacher efficacy when asked about 
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teaching children with severe disabilities. Given that many students graduate from teacher educa-
tion programs feeling unprepared to teach children with diverse needs (Forlin, Keen, & Barrett, 
2008; Glazzard, 2011), it stands to reason that these teachers may demonstrate a reluctance to 
teach in inclusive settings (Jordan et al., 2009) and will continue to hamper progress in schools 
as it relates to inclusive education (Atkinson, 2004; Forlin, Loreman, Sharma, & Earle, 2009). 
Pindiprolu, Peterson, and Bergloff (2007) found that teachers who felt unprepared for inclusive 
classrooms desired professional development in the area of specific teaching strategies in order 
to feel more prepared.   
Wertheim and Leyser (2002) suggested that instruction about and practice with specific 
teaching strategies for effective inclusion should be key components of teaching development 
programs. They contended that these types of professional development are effective in the en-
hancement of teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
Teacher Concerns about Inclusion  
 
A third factor, one that has received far less attention in terms of its relationship to teacher 
effectiveness in inclusive classrooms than has teacher attitudes or teacher efficacy, is the role of 
teachers’ concerns. Research has indicated that both pre-service and in-service teachers have 
concerns about inclusion, such as the lack of time they have for other students or a lack of ade-
quate resources for effective inclusion to take place (Forlin & Chambers, 2011; Horne & 
Timmons, 2009). Sharma, Forlin, and Loremen (2008) suggested that courses on inclusive edu-
cation are not always adequate to decrease these types of teacher concerns. However, they found 
teachers’ concerns could be addressed when course content focused on legislation and resources 
that were in place to support inclusion.  
 
Relationships Between Teacher Attitudes, Efficacy, and Concerns 
 
 While little research has examined attitudes, teacher efficacy, and concerns together, re-
search that has examined two or three of these variables has resulted in a range of findings. 
Weisel and Dror (2006) found that teacher efficacy was the strongest predictor of positive teach-
er attitudes toward inclusion, and Chhabra, Srivastava, and Srivastava (2010) found a significant 
negative correlation between teacher concerns and attitudes. In their Irish study, Lambe and 
Bones (2006) found that when teachers were less concerned about availability of resources, their 
attitudes toward inclusion were positive. In contrast, Forlin and Chambers (2011) and Romi and 
Leyser (2006) showed that pre-service teachers actually had increases in their level of concerns 
during the inclusive education course, and that this change occurred during a period of stable 
positive attitudes about inclusion. These findings suggest that the relationships between con-
structs such as attitudes, teacher efficacy, and concerns are not necessarily linear and positive.  
Thus, while the relationships between and among teacher attitudes, efficacy, and concerns 
about inclusion are complex, there is some evidence that these overlapping constructs are im-
portant elements of effective teaching for inclusion. What is less clear, however, is whether 
classroom experience alone can promote positive attitudes toward inclusion, teacher efficacy in 
inclusive teaching, and lower levels of concern about inclusion, and whether teacher education is 
necessary to foster these outcomes. Specifically, just how important and influential is profession-
al learning about inclusive education to experienced teachers’ attitudes, efficacy, and concerns 
about inclusion?  
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Current Study 
 
Although the research has shown that many teachers still graduate feeling ill equipped for 
teaching in inclusive settings (Forlin et al., 2008), in time these feelings of inadequacy may be 
ameliorated through on-the-job experience alone. Darling-Hammond and her colleagues (Dar-
ling-Hammond, Ruth, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009) found that only 15% of teachers 
named ‘working with children with special needs’ as their top professional learning priority, 
even though two-thirds of teachers surveyed had not received any professional learning about 
inclusive education during the past 3 years. Considered together, these studies suggest that expe-
rienced in-service teachers are less concerned about their need for professional development 
about inclusive practice than are novice teachers. The current research was undertaken to exam-
ine the relationship between participants’ attitudes, teaching efficacy, and concerns about 
inclusive education and to identify the impact of a number of demographic variables, including 
level of teacher training, on these constructs. Therefore, the specific research questions which 
guided this inquiry were (a) What background factors predict Manitoban teachers’ attitudes to-
ward inclusion, teaching efficacy in inclusive classrooms, and concerns about inclusion? (b) Is 
there a significant relationship between teacher attitudes and teaching efficacy related to inclu-
sive education? (c) How does training in special education influence teachers’ concerns about 
inclusive education?  
 
Method 
 
Participants and Data Collection 
 
The participants for this study were in-service teachers recruited from three school divi-
sions in a central Canadian city totaling 99 schools where Kindergarten to Grade 8 classes were 
taught. After ethics approval, the school superintendents of three school divisions were ap-
proached to request permission for the researchers to contact their teachers. In each case, the 
divisions sent out letters through divisional intranet, requesting teacher participation. Teachers 
completed the consent procedures and responded anonymously to four instruments through 
FluidSurvey, an online site that stores data on a Canadian server. 
 
Instruments 
 
Demographics. We collected demographic information about participants including age, 
gender, highest level of education, training in special education, and whether they knew anyone 
with a disability. Two questions asked participants to indicate their knowledge and confidence 
levels on Likert scales. The first question asked participants to indicate their level of knowledge 
about the local policies and legislation that promote inclusive education in Manitoba using a 5-
point scale (nil to very high). The second question asked participants to indicate their level of 
confidence in teaching students with disabilities using a 5-point scale (very low to very high).  
 
Attitudes toward inclusion. School Principals’ Attitudes toward Inclusion (Bailey, 
2004) was used to measure attitudes toward inclusion. Even though the scale was primarily de-
signed for use with principals, the items in the scale are phrased in such a way that it can be used 
with any teaching population. Examples of statements are “Students with disabilities benefit aca-
demically from inclusion;” “Students with physical disabilities create too many problems to 
permit inclusion;” “Including students with special needs is unfair to classroom teachers who al-
ready have a heavy work load.” The scale has 24 items, of which 15 items are worded negatively 
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and 9 are worded positively. A participant can respond to each item using a Likert response for-
mat from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Higher scores suggest a more favourable 
disposition to include students with disabilities in one’s classroom. Bailey (2004) reported a reli-
ability coefficient of 0.92 for the scale. A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.86 was calculated for the current 
study, suggesting that the scale is reliable for the Manitoban context.  
 
Concerns about inclusion. The 21-item Concerns about Inclusive Education Scale 
(Sharma & Desai, 2002) measures participants’ levels of concern about practical aspects of im-
plementing inclusive education. Each item presents a concern (e.g., “I do not have the knowledge 
and skills required to teach students with disabilities;” “I will have to do additional work;” “It 
will be difficult to maintain discipline in class”) and requires participants to express their degree 
of concern using a 4-point Likert scale (1 = not at all concerned to 4 = extremely concerned). 
The scale yields a total score ranging from 21 to 84. Higher scores indicate greater concern about 
one’s ability to implement inclusion. The scale was found to have an alpha coefficient of 0.91 
(Sharma & Desai, 2002) and has been used by researchers across different contexts (e.g., Brad-
shaw & Mundia, 2006; Chhabra et al., 2010). The scale yields four factor scores. Reliability 
coefficients were calculated to determine the usability of the scales for Manitoba context: lack of 
resources (α = 0.84), lack of acceptance (α = 0.69), concerns about schools’ declining academic 
standards (α = 0.82), and concerns about increase in workload (α = 0.76), as well as for the total 
scale (α = 0.92). Alpha coefficients for all factors were adequate. 
 
Teacher efficacy for inclusive practice. The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practic-
es scale (Sharma, Loreman, & Forlin, 2012) was used to measure perceived levels of teacher 
efficacy. Following Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) proposal that teaching effica-
cy be measured in relation to specific teaching tasks in context, teacher efficacy was 
conceptualized in the current study as a teacher’s capability to use a range of teaching practices 
to include students with a range of diverse learning needs into classrooms. Each of the 18 items 
can be rated using a 6-point Likert format (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). Higher 
scores indicate higher perceptions of sense of teaching efficacy to teach in inclusive classrooms. 
Examples of items include “I am confident in my ability to prevent disruptive behaviour in the 
classroom before it occurs;” “I am confident in dealing with students who are physically aggres-
sive;” “I am confident in informing others who know little about laws and policies relating to the 
inclusion of students with disabilities.” Sharma et al. (2012) reported the reliability (alpha coeffi-
cient) of the scale based on the original validation to be 0.89, and the scale was found to be 
reliable across different contexts (Hong Kong, India, Australia, and Indonesia). Scale reliability 
for the current study was α = 0.91. 
 
Results 
 
Demographics 
 
 The majority of participants in this study were women (n = 118, 87%) which matches 
closely the gender distribution of in-service teachers in Winnipeg, Manitoba, where 88% of K–3 
teachers, 81% of K–6 teachers, and 71% of grades 7–8 teachers are female (T. Price, personal 
communication, March 14, 2012). Approximately 60% of the participants were above the age of 
40 years, and 10% of the teachers indicated that they were younger than 29 years. Forty percent 
(n = 55) of the participants indicated they had a family member with a disability, and a little less 
than 20% indicated they had a friend with a disability.  
Sokal & Sharma 
64     Exceptionality Education International, 2013, Vol. 23, No. 1 
Around 57% of participants (n = 74) had completed some form of training in special edu-
cation either during or after their university teacher preparation program. It is important to note 
that the rest of the participants, which accounted for 43%, had not completed any training in spe-
cial education either during or after their university preparation. The average duration of teaching 
experience in our sample was 15 years (range 1–40 years). When asked to indicate their 
knowledge about local policies and legislation that support inclusive education in Manitoba, a 
majority (59%) indicated they had ‘good’ or ‘very good’ knowledge in this area; approximately 
9% of participants indicated that their knowledge in this area was ‘poor.’ When participants were 
asked to indicate their level of confidence in teaching students with disabilities, approximately 
half the participants (n = 78, 58%) indicated their confidence as ‘average,’ approximately 6% of 
the participants (n = 8) indicated their confidence as ‘high’ or ‘very high,’ and a little over 38% 
(n = 50) indicated their confidence as ‘low’ or ‘very low.’ The data indicated that an overwhelm-
ing majority (94%) had taught students with disabilities during their teaching careers.  
 
Predictors of Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Inclusion 
 
We conducted a simple linear regression to answer the first research question. Variables 
significantly correlated with participants’ attitude scores (based on initial correlation analysis) 
were used to undertake regression: knowledge of local educational policies and acts, confidence 
level, and training in special education. A significant model emerged, F(3, 127) = 12.8, p < .001, 
which accounted for 21% (adjusted R²) of the variance in participants’ attitude scores. Training 
in special education (β = 2.42, p = .05) and level of confidence in teaching students with disabili-
ties (β = 2.78, p < .01) significantly explained attitude scores. This finding suggests that 
participants who had obtained some form of training in special education were likely to feel 
more positive about including students with disabilities in their classrooms. Also, participants 
who felt more confident in teaching students with disabilities were more willing to include stu-
dents with disabilities in their classrooms.  
 
Predictors of Teachers’ Teaching Efficacy to Teach in Inclusive Classrooms 
 
We conducted a simple linear regression to determine factors that contributed in shaping 
participants’ teacher efficacy scores. The same three variables (i.e., knowledge of local educa-
tional policies and acts, confidence level, and training in special education) used to examine 
participants’ attitude scores were used in the regression equation. A significant model emerged, 
F(3,127) = 14.30,  p < .001, which accounted for 23% (adjusted R²) of the variance in partici-
pants’ teacher efficacy scores. Only confidence in teaching students with disabilities (β = 4.23, p 
< .001) significantly explained participants’ teacher efficacy score. This finding suggests that as 
a participant’s level of confidence in teaching students with disabilities improves, overall teach-
ing efficacy to teach in inclusive classrooms improves.  
 
Predictors of Teachers’ Concerns about Inclusion 
 
Two variables (confidence level and training in special education) correlated highly with 
overall concern mean scores. These two variables were used to undertake a simple regression. A 
significant model emerged, F(2, 130) = 7.08, p < .001, which accounted for 8% (adjusted R²) of 
the variance in participants’ concern scores. However, only level of confidence in teaching stu-
dents with disabilities (β = .252, p < .01) significantly explained participants’ concerns. This 
suggests that as participants’ level of confidence in teaching students with disabilities improves 
they become less concerned about including such students in their classrooms.  
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Relationships of Concern, Attitude, and Teaching Efficacy Scores 
  
We computed a series of Spearman correlations to determine relationships between partici-
pants’ concern scores and their attitudes and teaching efficacy. Use of non-parametric tests (i.e., 
Spearman correlation) was considered appropriate for the analysis because the sample size was 
small. The Spearman’s rho revealed a statistically significant negative correlation between par-
ticipants’ concern scores and their attitude total scores (rs[136] = -0.52, p < .001). Participants’ 
concern scores explained 27% of the variance in attitude scores. A significant correlation was 
also observed between participants’ concern scores and their teacher efficacy scores (rs[136]= -
0.28, p < .001). However, the magnitude of this relationship was not large and accounted for on-
ly 8% of the variance in efficacy scores. This means that as participants’ degree of concern 
increased, they tended to feel less inclined to teach in inclusive classrooms, and their level of 
teaching efficacy declined. 
A significant correlation between participants’ attitude and teaching efficacy scores 
(rs[136] = 0.44, p < .001) was also found. The results revealed that as participants felt more con-
fident in their ability to teach in inclusive classrooms, their attitude to teach in such classrooms 
improved. It is not possible to conclude from these findings that one factor influenced the other. 
However, it is quite evident from the findings that both these constructs are highly inter-related. 
 
 Relationships between Training and Degree of Concern  
 
We conducted a series of independent t tests to determine if there were significant differ-
ences in mean concern scores between participants who indicated they had completed some form 
of training in special education and those who had not. The results are presented in Table 1. 
The findings indicate that training was associated with significant differences in partici-
pants’ concern scores. Results were significant only for the total scale, Factor 2 (concerns about 
acceptance), and Factor 3 (concerns about declining academic standards). Participants with some 
training in special education (n = 74) felt less concerned overall compared to those without any 
training. Similarly, participants with some training in special education were significantly less 
concerned about lack of acceptance of students with disabilities (Factor 2) and lowering of 
schools academic standards (Factor 3) compared to those who had not received training. Rela-
tionships between training and the remaining two concern factors were not significant.  
 
Discussion 
 
 Findings of the current study contribute to the body of knowledge about the relationship 
between teachers’ attitudes, teacher efficacy, and concerns about inclusive education. Further, 
analysis of the effects of teacher education on all three variables, with particular attention to 
teacher concerns, provides evidence on which to base recommendations for addressing teachers’  
 
Table 1 
T-test Results Based on Training in Special Education and Mean Concern Scores 
 
 Training  No Training    
Factors M SD  M SD  t p 
Factor 1 - Resources 2.50 0.53  2.66 0.51  -1.21 .227 
Factor 2 - Acceptance 1.87 0.53  2.15 0.51  -2.97 .004 
Factor 3 - Academic 1.76 0.53  2.07 0.67  -3.05 .003 
Factor 4 - Workload 1.87 0.64  2.04 0.69  -1.41 .162 
Concern Total 2.02 0.53  2.25 0.53  -2.50 .013 
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concerns. We examined the relationship between teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion, teacher 
efficacy, and concerns in Kindergarten to Grade 8 classroom teachers. These variables were 
strongly correlated and were explained by at least one background variable. It was found that 
teacher confidence explained teacher efficacy, teacher confidence and teacher training explained 
attitudes toward inclusion, and teacher training explained concerns about inclusion. It would 
seem logical then to suggest that the way to influence teacher attitudes and concerns directly 
(and teacher efficacy indirectly) is through teacher education.  
Given the relative lack of research on addressing teachers’ inclusion concerns, the next set 
of analyses investigated this variable. Sharma, Forlin, and Loreman (2007) suggested concerns 
may be more malleable to intervention at the teacher education level, citing the less abstract na-
ture of concerns compared to attitudes. To examine this relationship between training and 
concern in detail, we examined four areas of teacher concern (resources, acceptance, declining 
academic standards, and workload) to see whether they were predicted by training. Training ex-
plained two areas of teacher concern (concern about acceptance and concern about decreasing 
academic standards). We found that teachers who had some degree of training in special educa-
tion tended to express lower levels of concern about lack of acceptance and declining academic 
standards. However, because we found no relationship between training and the remaining two 
factors (concerns about lack of resources and concerns about increase in workload), we speculate 
that these are genuine teacher concerns that must be addressed by school leaders.  
These findings indicate that although classroom-based concerns could be adequately ad-
dressed by teacher education, school-based concerns might not be addressed by teacher 
education alone (Erten & Savage, 2012). For example, teachers can incorporate social-emotional 
learning lessons into class time to address (classroom-based) concerns about acceptance of stu-
dents with differences. However, school-based budgetary decisions regarding scheduling 
teachers’ release time to plan and meet about their students and the provision of adequate re-
sources and materials to meet the needs of diverse learners are typically outside the teachers’ 
decision-making power. Yet, these factors have been shown to be real concerns to classroom 
teachers. Classroom practice and policy decisions to address workload and resources must there-
fore work hand in hand to address different types of teacher concerns. Past research indicates that 
support in the form of extra time to plan teaching activities and to collaborate with colleagues 
can significantly improve educators’ willingness to teach in inclusive classrooms (Sharma & De-
sai, 2008). It may also be necessary to undertake school-based surveys to determine what extra 
resources teachers need to ensure students with disabilities are well supported in schools.  
While providing extra resources to teachers and supporting them with their inclusive edu-
cation efforts are necessary, a need to provide adequate professional learning programs to in-
service teachers cannot be overstated. Given that 43% of teachers who participated in the current 
study had received no formal teacher training about inclusion, despite the average years of em-
ployment in the teaching force being 15 years (range 1–40 years), the need to address this 
situation is obvious. Although, since 2008, Manitoba has required that all teachers who become 
certified to teach have completed at least 66 contact hours of coursework about inclusion in their 
Bachelor of Education program, this policy does little to address the needs of teachers already 
employed within Manitoba schools. These findings mirror those of Heiman (2001), where 67% 
of in-service teachers had taken no courses in inclusive education. Hence, the low level of teach-
er training about inclusive education found in our sample is not unique to Manitoba. 
Heiman (2001) also found that teachers in inclusive settings were aware of their skill defi-
cits and were eager to gain these skills through teacher professional development. Similar to our 
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findings, Heiman found that being under-prepared for teaching in inclusive classrooms, heavy 
workload, and limited resources (facilities and assistance) were key concerns identified by teach-
ers, and that professional development through in-servicing was viewed as a possible solution to 
some of these issues. Dart (2006) suggested that teacher training can decrease concerns about 
inclusion among teachers. Likewise, teachers and administrators in Chhabra et al.’s (2010) re-
search recognized that specialized training is essential not only for successful teaching and 
learning to take place but also for the success of inclusion as a philosophy. 
By addressing teacher concerns through training, we posit that teacher attitudes and teach-
ing efficacy in inclusive settings will also be affected, given the strong correlation between these 
three variables. Smith (2000) stressed teacher training as a means to address low teaching effica-
cy with diverse students. Furthermore, Weisel and Dror (2006) showed that teacher training 
about inclusion contributed significantly to teachers’ positive attitudes about inclusion. Overall, 
the research literature suggests that teacher education is an important mechanism for decreasing 
teacher concerns and enhancing teachers’ positive attitudes and efficacy for inclusive teaching. 
However, the current study highlights the inconsistent effects of training on teachers’ concerns. 
While some concerns about inclusion can be addressed through education, the findings suggest 
that teacher training alone will be insufficient to address teachers’ concerns about workload and 
lack of resources in inclusive classrooms. 
 
Implications for Policy and Practice 
 
So what does effective in-service teacher training for inclusion look like? Guskey (2003) 
demonstrated that an essential element is “flowthrough” from training programs to classroom 
practices to student outcomes. In addition, in-service teachers need to have opportunities to iden-
tify and to work on topics that have utility in their own classrooms. Wilson and Floden (2003) 
added several other criteria such as the establishment of explicit relationships between theory 
and practice, instructors who have teaching experience in similar contexts, peer teaching and 
learning, and opportunities to reflect on the applications within their own classrooms. Finally, 
Male (2011) suggested that an essential aspect of effective training for in-service teachers is the 
promotion of cognitive dissonance provided by opportunities for teachers to reflect on their atti-
tudes, to question their attitudes’ basis, and perhaps change their attitudes. 
Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, and Shapley (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of 1300 stud-
ies and found that the most effective professional learning was 30–100 hours in duration, and 
spread over a period of 6–12 months. Programs such as these, in-house professional learning 
communities and ongoing courses, have been shown to be effective in statistically raising student 
achievement. In contrast, shorter professional development programs from 5–14 hours have been 
showed to have no significant effect on student learning. Based on these findings, Darling-
Hammond et al. (2009) provided a list of professional learning recommendations including that 
professional development should be intensive, ongoing, connected to practice, and should build 
strong relationships between teachers. 
O’Gorman (2010) reported on an innovative professional learning program available to in-
clusive teachers in Ireland. This one-year program is university-based, taken during a one-year 
paid leave, and involves university-based course work including standard lectures and work-
shops. In addition, it involves practica in other schools and literature reviews and research 
projects about issues in the in-service teachers’ home schools. The government of Ireland funds 
and is expanding this program, demonstrating its strong commitment to inclusive education. The 
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Irish program is an excellent example of a program that meets the criteria for effective teacher 
education and is one that is likely to have positive “flowthrough.”  
Another model of inclusive teaching and learning being developed in Manitoba is the 
Three-Block Model of Universal Design for Learning (see Katz, 2012). This model is garnering 
growing interest from teachers, administrators, and academics in Manitoba, and several school 
divisions in Manitoba are currently implementing this model. In addition, the Manitoba Teachers 
Society has offered professional development opportunities based on this model, making it more 
accessible to both urban and rural teachers. The Three-Block Model includes systems and struc-
tures, instructional practices, and social-emotional learning. In terms of professional learning, 
this model of inclusive practice is introduced in-house at the school and divisional levels. Then, 
interested teachers are invited to follow up through professional learning communities where 
they can discuss and plan for inclusion in their own classrooms through the Three-Block Model. 
Facilitators are available to co-teach with the in-service teachers in order to address any concerns 
teachers have while implementing the model. Learning about inclusive teaching through this ap-
proach meets many of the criteria for successful professional development criteria put forward 
by Wilson and Floden (2003). In addition, through the three blocks together, it addresses the 
conditions of both school-based and classroom-based approaches necessary to move forward the 
inclusive education agenda (Erten & Savage, 2012).  
 
Limitations 
 
Readers must be cautious while interpreting the results of our study. We looked at correla-
tions across a number of constructs. While a higher degree of correlation suggests a change in 
level of one construct (e.g., concern) is likely to influence another construct (e.g., efficacy or atti-
tudes), it does not confirm that the relationships between two or more correlated constructs are 
causal. Future experimental research can provide data to confirm if the relationships among the 
constructs are causal. For example, measuring levels of concerns, attitudes, and efficacy scores at 
the pre- and post-stages of a professional development program would provide some support to 
the causal relationships among different constructs.   
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